The authors posit that higher levels of guilt-proneness are associated with higher levels of affective organizational commitment. To explain this counterintuitive link, the authors suggest that a dispositional tendency to feel guilt motivates individuals to exert greater effort on their work-related tasks that, in turn, strengthens their affinity for the organization. The authors tested this idea using a laboratory study and field data from 2 samples of working adults. Individuals who are more guilt-prone reported higher levels of organizational attachment compared with less guilt-prone individuals. Furthermore, mediation analyses indicate that the link between guilt-proneness and affective commitment is driven by greater task effort. The authors discuss the implications of these findings for understanding the affective drivers of commitment in organizations.
Researchers in organizational behavior have identified multiple components of organizational commitment, but none has received as much attention as affective commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1996; Matthieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982) . According to Allen and Meyer (1996) , affective organizational commitment can be defined as an employee's emotional attachment to, or identification with, an employer. But where do these feelings of emotional attachment originate? Not surprisingly, a strong body of evidence suggests that dispositional affectivity partly explains affective organizational commitment (e.g., Cropanzano, James, & Konovsky, 1993) . Whereas positive affectivity tends to be associated with higher levels of affective commitment, negative affectivity tends to be associated with lower levels. In short, the tendency to feel positive emotions corresponds with positive feelings of attachment to the firm.
We do not doubt the apparent link between positive affect and affective commitment. Rather, in the present research, we challenge the negative link between negative affect and affective commitment. Although negative affectivity is composed of multiple emotions, not all negative emotions are the same (Ekman, 1992) . Indeed, some forms of negative affectivity could actually strengthen an employee's sense of affective commitment. In particular, we suggest that individuals who are prone to experience guilt-a dysphoric emotion that follows a failure to fulfill expectations-will have more positive feelings toward their employer. Guilt-prone people are generally more supportive in interpersonal relationships, offering comfort and aid to close others in need (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1995) . But, aside from being more attached to their friends, we propose that guilt-prone individuals are also more attached to their employers-showing pride in organizational membership and identifying strongly with the institution.
Why would the tendency to experience guilt lead employees to feel more attached to their organizations? The answer may lie in one of the unique qualities of guilt-proneness-its functional action orientation (Tangney, 1990) . Although employees will inevitably make mistakes in the performance of their duties, they may respond to such mistakes in different ways. Those who are predisposed to experience guilt (rather than to shame or embarrassment) in response to a personal failure feel a sense of urgency about taking constructive action (Harder & Lewis, 1987) . They are highly motivated to make amends and will expend high levels of effort toward this goal (Baumeister et al., 1995; Hargreaves, 1994) . Such strong motivation to take corrective action implies that higher levels of guilt-proneness will correspond to higher levels of individual task effort. Put differently, those employees who are relatively more guilt-prone may work harder than their less guiltprone colleagues.
If guilt-proneness is associated with an increased level of task effort, then this may provide a pathway for guilt-proneness to influence affective organizational commitment. A key finding in both social and organizational psychology is that affective commitment often results from the prior expenditure of effort and other resources (Festinger, 1964; O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1980; Staw, 1984) . According to Salancik (1977) , feelings of commitment are driven by the voluntary sacrifices that people make in pursuit of a goal, such as the individual task effort that employees put forth on behalf of their employers. Guilt-prone individuals are inclined to exert more effort toward the completion of their tasks. Thus, they may subsequently be inclined to express more positive attitudes about their employer because they must reconcile their prior investments (i.e., hard work, time spent, stress endured) with their current attitudes (Staw, 1974) .
In summary, we propose that a predisposition to feel guilt is positively related to an employee's emotional attachment to an organization. Underlying this hypothesized relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment is a process by which guilt-prone employees put forth higher levels of individual task effort and rationalize this effort in ways that produce positive feelings of attachment. To test this model, we conducted a laboratory study and collected field data from two samples of working adults. Drawing on these data, our primary aim was to call attention to guilt-proneness as an important determinant of individual employee outcomes. In addition, we hope to refocus researchers' attention on some of the less intuitive sources (e.g., negative personality traits) of affective organizational commitment. That is, the tendency to feel bad about their errors (i.e., feel guilty) could, in some cases, lead employees to feel good about their employers.
Guilt-Proneness
With few exceptions, everyone feels guilt following a failure to fulfill expectations, but the tendency to experience guilt varies widely across individuals (Lewis, 1971) . Research by Tangney and her colleagues (e.g., Niedenthal, Tangney, & Gavanski, 1994; Tangney, 1990; Tangney, Wagner, Fletcher, & Gramzow, 1992) has successfully identified guilt-proneness-the degree to which an individual tends to feel guilt-as a stable personality trait, one that can be reliably measured and used to predict critical attitudes and behaviors, such as hostility, counterfactual thinking, and recidivism (for a summary, see Tangney & Dearing, 2002) . As a dispositional construct, guilt-proneness captures two dimensions of affective experience: intensity and frequency. People who are highly guilt-prone experience stronger feelings of guilt in a specific situation (intensity), and they respond to negative outcomes with guilt-filled reactions across a wider variety of situations (frequency).
Given that guilt is a negative emotion, it would seem intuitive that guilt-proneness should correlate negatively with affective commitment. Indeed, Cropanzano and colleagues (1993) found that the Negative Affectivity subscale of the Positive and Negative Affectivity Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988 ) was negatively and significantly correlated with a standard measure of affective organizational commitment. However, it is worth noting that the PANAS is a global assessment of positive and negative mood states. The emotions that are broadly categorized as "negative" are actually quite diverse. For example, fear, anger, and disappointment are all distinct basic emotions (see Ekman, 1992) that are collapsed into this composite negative affectivity measure. Although a proneness to experience these emotions may each have clear negative associations with affective commitment, we propose that a proneness to experience guilt may not. Rather, in the sections that follow, we explain how some unique qualities of being guilt-prone can actually predict positive attitudes toward the firm.
Guilt-Proneness and Individual Work Effort
We suggest that the dispositional tendency to feel guilt can positively influence employee motivation, particularly the effort put forth in attempting to complete one's assigned tasks (cf. Brockner, Davy, & Carter, 1985) . People who score high on measures of guilt-proneness are more likely to take reparative steps that atone for their past failures and shortcomings (Fredrickson, Tugade, Waugh, & Larkin, 2003) . For example, Covert, Tangney, Maddux, and Heleno (2003) found a strong connection between guilt-proneness and the desire to take initiative in resolving a personal conflict by providing apologies, promising improvements, and enacting a meaningful reconciliation. A similar connection between guilt-proneness and individual effort might appear in the workplace. If an employee is prone to experience guilt, then that employee may work harder to avoid and repair negative outcomes such as irritating a customer, missing a deadline, or producing low-quality work. Given that individuals who tend to feel guilty are highly averse to disappointing others (Horney, 1937; Lewis, 1971; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney, Wagner, Hill-Barlow, Marschall, & Gramzow, 1996) , they may feel more motivated to exhibit high levels of task effort in order to fulfill their assigned roles than do their less guilt-prone colleagues. This leads us to put forth the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Guilt-proneness will be positively related to individual work effort.
Insufficient Justification
A key finding in both social and organizational psychology is that affective forms of commitment can often result from the prior expenditure of effort and other resources (Bem, 1972; Festinger, 1964; Staw, 1984) . The harder one must work, or the more hardship one must endure, to be part of a group, the greater the affinity one subsequently shows for the group (e.g., Aronson & Mills, 1959) . This direct link between effort and affective commitment has been explained by multiple theories, including Salancik and Pfeffer's (1978) social information processing model, Festinger's (1964) theory of cognitive dissonance, and Bem's (1972) theory of self-perception. Each theoretical perspective has unique tenets, but they all make one common prediction-that people often construct and make sense of reality by observing and interpreting their own behaviors.
Individuals are motivated to see their actions as acceptable and legitimate, so they often adjust their attitudes in ways that legitimize past behavior (Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959; Salancik, 1977) . We suggest that the positive relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment arises from a similar justification process, such that guilt-prone employees make sense of their extra task effort by bolstering their affinity for the firm. In the same way that the absence of external justifications for one's behavior leads group members to become more committed to a group after a trying initiation (Aronson & Mills, 1959) , and students to become more fond of classes for which they worked hard but performed poorly (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) , we suggest that insufficient external justifications for individual work effort enhances guiltprone employees' levels of affective organizational commitment. That is, guilt-prone employees will experience higher levels of affective commitment to their organization because they have worked harder than their less guilt-prone colleagues. This theorizing about the relationship between guilt-proneness, work effort, and affective commitment leads us to put forth the following set of hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2: Guilt-proneness will be positively related to affective commitment.
Hypothesis 3: Work effort will be positively related to affective commitment.
Hypothesis 4: Work effort will mediate the relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment.
Overview of Studies
We conducted two studies to test our predictions. In the first study, we asked participants to perform tasks on behalf of an organization they were unfamiliar with prior to the study session and then measured their level of effort and affective organizational commitment. We expected that guilt-proneness would be positively related to participants' affective commitment because it would boost the amount of effort that participants exerted while working on the firm's behalf. In the second study, we collected data from two samples of working adults to assess whether these empirical relationships between guilt-proneness, task effort, and affective organizational commitment emerged in the field as well as the lab.
Study 1

Method
Participants.
The study consisted of 52 participants (33 women, 15 men, 4 unreported). Participants were current undergraduate students at a West Coast university. Participants received $10 for participating in the study. Measures and procedure. At the start of the study, participants were informed that they would be providing assistance to a real organization. The experimenter explained that the lab had partnered with a nonprofit organization called Save Together that was interested in gathering feedback on its website (this was true). Launched by the Corporation for Enterprise Development (CFED), based in Washington, D.C., Save Together aims to match private donors with low-wage earners who are trying to raise funds for small business ventures or educational training. The experimenter explained to participants that during the study session, they would explore and provide constructive comments about the look, feel, and content of the SaveTogether.org website.
Following the introduction, the experimenter led participants to a private computer carrel. On the screen was the Save Together website opened on one tab and a feedback form opened on another. The experimenter instructed participants to review the website and to answer questions on the feedback form. She further advised participants to switch back and forth between looking at the website and answering the questions. When participants completed the online feedback form, they were directed to a Web page that informed them that the task was finished.
After participants completed the online feedback form, the experimenter closed the Internet browser window to ensure that participants would not continue to look at the Save Together website. Participants then completed a second questionnaire online that assessed their affective commitment to the organization (Save Together). At the end of the study session, participants completed a measure of guilt-proneness. Twenty-three participants had previously completed the measure for an unrelated study. For these participants, their previously collected responses were used, and they were not asked to complete the questionnaire again. No significant main effects of when participants completed the guiltproneness measure were found in any of the analyses. Furthermore, whether participants completed the guilt-proneness measure at the end of the study or prior to it did not significantly moderate any of the results.
Independent variable. Guilt-proneness. The Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA) was used to capture each individual's predisposition toward guilt. Developed by Tangney and her colleagues as a scenario-based questionnaire, the TOSCA offers a high level of predictive, discriminant, and convergent validity (see Tangney, 1990) . To distinguish between guilt and shame, the TOSCA includes specific items designed to measure each affective response. In particular, the complete 16-scenario version of the TOSCA was used, which has shown the strongest evidence of internal consistency and test-retest reliability and has been used in both clinical psychiatric settings and social psychological research (e.g., Tracy & Robbins, 2006) .
The scenarios that comprise the TOSCA are rooted in everyday experiences. Participants are asked to read each scenario and describe how they would respond if they were in the same situation. For example, one scenario simply reads, "You are driving down the road and you hit a small animal." Participants are then presented with two items designed to assess their guilty and shameful reactions to the circumstances described in the scenario. The two items associated with this scenario are: "You would think 'I'm terrible'" (shame-prone) and "You'd feel bad you hadn't been more alert driving down the road" (guilt-prone).
For each scenario, the pair of reaction items that refer to guilt and shame were rated using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not likely) to 5 (very likely). To calculate an overall score for guiltproneness, the guidelines provided by Tangney and Dearing (2002) were followed, which involved averaging the guilt-prone responses across all 16 scenarios (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .79). Because guilt and shame tend to be correlated, Tangney and colleagues advise controlling for shame-proneness in order to distinguish the unique effects of guilt-proneness (see Tangney et al., 1992 Tangney et al., , 1996 . Therefore, the shame-prone responses were averaged to create an overall measure of shame-proneness (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .77), which was included as a control variable in the analyses that used guilt-proneness as a predictor variable.
Dependent variables. Work effort. To measure work effort, the amount of time (in seconds) that participants spent reviewing the Save Together website and answering questions about it was recorded. While reviewing the website, participants answered four open-ended questions about their perceptions of the Save Together organization and its website. In particular, participants provided written responses to these four questions: (a) "What were your favorite and least favorite aspects of the Save Together initiative? Please explain why these aspects were your favorite/least favorite"; (b) "What is the best part of the Save Together website? That is, what is the website currently doing well to attract and retain potential donors?"; (c) "What aspects of the Save Together website could be improved? That is, what is the website currently not doing (or doing poorly) to attract and retain potential donors?"; (d) "Please describe in detail what you would do to improve the Save Together website so that it will attract more people and encourage more people to donate? Please also include 3 specific suggestions for improvement."
Affective organizational commitment. Nine items intended to measure participants' affective organizational commitment were generated. Two of the items asked participants about their general feelings of attachment to the Save Together organization, and seven of the items asked participants about their willingness to be connected to the initiative. In particular, participants indicated the extent to which they (a) felt personally committed to and (b) personally attached to Save Together. They were also asked to what extent they would be willing to (c) visit the Save Together website again, (d) talk to a friend about the Save Together initiative, (e) tell a family member about the Save Together initiative, (f) talk to a stranger about the Save Together initiative, (g) look up the Save Together initiative on a social networking site, (h) include a link to the Save Together website on a personal website or facebook page, and (i) volunteer at a Save Together event. Participants responded to each item on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Participants' responses to the nine items were averaged to create an overall measure of affective organizational commitment (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .86).
Familiarity check. To ensure the organization that participants evaluated was unfamiliar to them, participants were asked to indicate their degree of familiarity with Save Together (whether they knew of the organization prior to the study session). Participants indicated their familiarity with the organization on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). All participants indicated they had no familiarity with the organization (M ϭ 1.00, SD ϭ 0.00).
Results
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables are included in Table 1 .
Guilt-proneness and work effort. To test our first hypothesis that guilt-proneness and work effort are positively related, we regressed the amount of time that participants spent reviewing and answering questions about the Save Together website (i.e., work effort) on participants' guilt-proneness and shame-proneness scores. As can be seen in Model 4 (see Table 2 ), this analysis revealed a significant positive relationship between participants' guilt-proneness and the amount of time they spent reviewing and answering questions about the website (␤ ϭ .42), t(46) ϭ 2.50, p ϭ .016. Of note, shame-proneness was unrelated to work effort (␤ ϭ Ϫ.25), t(46) ϭ Ϫ1.47, p ϭ .15, which suggests that the positive relationship between guilt-proneness and work effort is due to guilt-proneness specifically and not a general proneness toward any self-conscious emotion.
Guilt-proneness and affective commitment. To test our second hypothesis that guilt-proneness and affective organizational commitment are positively related, we regressed affective commitment on participants' guilt-proneness and shame-proneness scores. As predicted, the results show a significant positive relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment (␤ ϭ .39), t(43) ϭ 2.11, p ϭ .041 (see Model 1 in Table 2 ), whereas no significant effect of shame-proneness on affective commitment appeared (␤ ϭ Ϫ.05), t(43) ϭ Ϫ.26, p ϭ .80. That is, higher levels of guilt-proneness were associated with higher levels of affective commitment, whereas higher levels of shame-proneness were not.
Work effort and affective commitment. To test our third hypothesis that work effort and affective organizational commitment would be positively related, we regressed participants' levels of affective organizational commitment on the amount of time they spent reviewing and answering questions about the website. Results showed a positive and significant relationship between the amount of time that participants spent reviewing and answering questions about the organization's website and their level of affective commitment toward the organization (␤ ϭ .36), t(47) ϭ 2.62, p ϭ .012 (see Model 2, Table 2 ).
The mediating effect of work effort. Finally, we tested our fourth hypothesis-that an individual's level of work effort mediates the relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment using the bootstrapping method for testing indirect effects (see Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2002) . In support of our mediational account, the coefficient for the indirect effect of guilt-proneness on affective commitment through work effort was .17, and the 95% bias-corrected confidence interval ranged from .03 to .39 (1,000 bootstrap resamples). Because the confidence interval excluded zero, we can conclude that the relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment is mediated by work effort. 
Discussion
Study 1 showed that participants who are more prone to experience guilt showed higher levels of affective commitment to an organization that was unfamiliar to them prior to the study session. The time spent working on a task for the organization accounted for the observed relationship between guilt-proneness and affective organizational commitment. These findings support an insufficient justification account. That is, higher levels of guiltproneness propels people to work harder on their tasks; to help justify their extra effort, more guilt-prone people develop stronger feelings of attachment to the focal organization.
Whereas the findings from Study 1 apply to individuals working for an unfamiliar organization in a highly controlled environment, they do not answer the question of whether the same relationship can be found in the field. That is, does guilt-proneness predict the effort that employees exert for, and the affective commitment they feel toward, their employers? To address this question, we collected data from two samples of working adults.
Study 2 Method
Responses were gathered from two separate samples that complemented each other. The first sample included employees from a single financial services firm, whereas the second included a national pool of working adults, representing a large number of occupations, organizations, and industries.
Sample descriptions. Sample 1 (Regional Bank). The first sample of participants came from a medium-sized privately held bank located in Northern California. The company manages over $2 billion in assets and serves tens of thousands of customers. Our sample of bank employees is drawn from the Operations Division. Participants worked in a range of positions, including administrative staff, bank tellers, and technical support. The Vice President of Human Resources provided us with employee names and e-mail addresses. The employees were contacted individually and invited to participate in the present research. Women comprised 68% of the final sample. Forty-eight percent of the participants were White.
Sample 2 (National sample of working adults). A unique characteristic of a firm, its industry, or geographic location could account for a positive link between guilt-proneness and affective organizational commitment. Therefore, for the second sample, the decision was made to draw from a broader and more diverse population of working adults. In particular, a national sample of 111 working adults were surveyed who were employed either full time (n ϭ 92) or part time (n ϭ 19) in a wide range of occupational sectors such as engineering, education, healthcare, and legal services. In their respective fields, these employees held varying levels of rank (e.g., entry level, senior management). Women comprised 60% of the final sample, and 71% of the participants were White.
Materials and procedure. Sample 1. A web-based questionnaire was developed, and two employees were invited to pretest it (one in Marketing and the other in Human Resources). The employees provided detailed feedback about the complexity, wording, and ordering of each question, which was used to clarify and streamline the study questionnaire. Respondents were assured in advance that their responses would be confidential; that is, no other employees, including the managers, would have access to our survey data. Each employee was contacted by e-mail and invited to participate in the study (if necessary, two reminder e-mails were subsequently sent approximately 5 and 10 days after the first e-mail was originally sent). In exchange for their participation, employees were offered a chance to win a prize (one of three 16GB iPhones). Winners were selected at random, and their prizes were awarded after the data collection process was completed. One hundred seventy employees (out of 299) completed the online questionnaire for an overall response rate of 57%. Of the employees who responded, 163 returned completed surveys. Measures included in the questionnaire were designed to assess guilt-proneness, work effort, and affective organizational commitment.
Sample 2. A second web-based questionnaire was developed for the national sample of working adults. Employees from a database that is maintained by a major business school's behavioral research laboratory were recruited to comprise this sample. The database includes contact information for individuals who have expressed interest in completing online studies in exchange for financial compensation. The behavioral research laboratory sent out an e-mail to all of the participants in the database that met the qualifications for our survey-working adults in the United States. Participants who were interested in completing the survey logged in to the study using their participant account. After the maximum number of participants had signed up, no other partic- ipants were able to complete the survey. Because of this method of recruitment, we have no response rate data for this sample. After participants signed up for the study, they received a link to an online survey. Participants were assured that their responses were anonymous. As compensation, participants received a $10 gift card to a major online retailer. Again, measures included in the questionnaire were designed to assess guilt-proneness, work effort, and affective organizational commitment. Independent variable. Guilt-proneness. The same measure of guilt-proneness (The Test of Self-Conscious Affect) was used as in the previous study (Sample 1's Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .79, Sample 2's Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .86). The same measure of shame-proneness was used as in Study 1 (Sample 1's Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .77, Sample 2's Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .83). Once again, this measure was included as a control variable in each of the analyses in which guilt-proneness was used as a predictor variable.
Dependent variables. Work effort. Individual work effort was assessed using the Work Intensity Scale developed by Brown and Leigh (1996) . This measure includes the following five items: (a) "When there's a job to be done, I devote all my energy to getting it done"; (b) "When I work, I do so with intensity"; (c) "I work at my full capacity in all of my job duties"; (d) "I strive as hard as I can to be successful in my work"; and (e) "When I work, I really exert myself to the fullest." Participants indicated their response to each item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Responses to the five items were averaged to create an overall measure of work effort (Sample 1's Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .92, Sample 2's Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .91).
Affective commitment. Affective commitment was assessed using items drawn from the Organizational Commitment Scale developed by Allen and Meyer (1996) . Specifically, the four items that loaded most heavily on the affective commitment factor were used (see Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 6 ): (a) "I feel like 'part of the family' at my organization"; (b) "This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me"; (c) "I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization" (reverse scored); and (d) "I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization." Participants responded to each of these items on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Responses to the four items were averaged to create an overall measure of affective organizational commitment (Sample 1's ␣ ϭ .85, and Sample 2's ␣ ϭ .93).
Control variables. In testing the hypotheses, several potential alternative accounts of ther proposed relationships between guilt-proneness, work effort, and affective organizational commitment were addressed. Greater latitude was available to lengthen the survey for the participants in Sample 2. Thus, for these participants, employees' work-status (i.e., full time or part time), negative affectivity, positive inequity, and conscientiousness were controlled for. These measures are described in further detail below.
Negative affectivity. Negative affectivity was assessed with the set of negative affect items used in the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) . Participants reported the extent to which they generally feel a variety of negative emotions such as anger. After omitting the "guilty" item, the other nine negative affect items were averaged to create an overall measure of nonguilt-based negative affectivity (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .89).
2
Positive inequity. To capture employees' sense of positive inequity, the global equity measure created by Sprecher (1986) was adapted. Specifically, participants were asked to respond to the following question:
Sometimes things get out of balance at work, and people feel they are putting more into their job than they are getting out of their job, or they feel they are getting more out of their job than they are putting into their job. Consider all the times at work when your inputs (i.e., what you put into your job) and your outcomes (i.e., what you get out of your job) have been unbalanced. When your inputs and outcomes become unbalanced, are you generally putting in more than you get out? Are you generally getting more out of your job than you put in? Or, are your inputs and outcomes generally balanced?
Participants indicated their sense of positive inequity using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 ( I am much more likely to be putting more into my job than I am getting out of my job) to 7 (I am much more likely to be getting more from my job than I put into my job).
Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness was assessed with the 2-item measure drawn from the 10-item Big Five Inventory (TIPI) created by Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann (2003) . Participants rated the extent to which they are (a) dependable, self-disciplined, and (b) disorganized, careless (reverse scored) on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Consistent with evidence reported in previous research (e.g., Gosling et al., 2003) , the correlation between the two items was .49.
Tenure. In each of the analyses (for both samples), employee tenure (measured in terms of years employed at their current firm) was included as a control variable.
Employment status. In Sample 2, whether participants were full-time or part-time workers in their organizations were controlled for using a dummy variable (0 ϭ full time; 1 ϭ part time). All participants in Sample 1 were full-time employees.
Results
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables are reported in Table 3 (Sample 1) and Table 4 (Sample 2) .
Guilt-proneness and work effort. To test our first hypothesis that guilt-proneness would be positively related to work effort, we conducted a hierarchical linear regression with the control variables entered on the first step and our measure of guiltproneness entered on the second step. In support of our hypothesis, the results (see Model 4 in Table 5 and in Table 6 ) indicate that guilt-proneness was positively related to work effort among participants from both Sample 1 (␤ ϭ .30), t(159) ϭ 3.75, p Ͻ .001, and Sample 2 (␤ ϭ .37), t(93) ϭ 3.57, p ϭ .001. No significant relationship between shame-proneness and work effort emerged in Sample 1 (␤ ϭ Ϫ.10, ns) or Sample 2 (␤ ϭ .00), t(93) ϭ 0.03, p ϭ .98. Consistent with our hypothesis, employees with a strong proclivity toward feeling guilt (not shame) had a tendency to work harder on their tasks relative to employees who were relatively less guilt-prone.
Guilt-proneness and affective commitment.
Our second hypothesis that guilt-proneness and affective commitment are positively related was also supported. Results (see Model 1 in Table  5 and in Table 6 ) show a significant and positive relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment for both Sample 1 (␤ ϭ .17), t(159) ϭ 2.05, p ϭ .042, and Sample 2 (␤ ϭ .23), t(93) ϭ 2.24, p ϭ .027. In contrast, shame-proneness showed no significant association with affective commitment in either Sample 1 (␤ ϭ Ϫ.13), t(159) ϭ Ϫ1.53, p ϭ .13, or Sample 2 (␤ ϭ .16), t(93) ϭ 1.57, p ϭ 12. Once again, higher levels of guilt-proneness (but not shame-proneness) were associated with higher levels of affective commitment.
Work effort and affective commitment. To test our third hypothesis that work effort would be positively related to affective organizational commitment, we regressed our measure of affective organizational commitment on the control variables (entered on the first step) and on work effort (entered on the second step). Results (see Model 2 in Table 5 and in Table 6 ) from both Sample 1 (␤ ϭ .24), t(159) ϭ 3.08, p ϭ .002, and Sample 2 (␤ ϭ .36), t(94) ϭ 3.81, p Ͻ.001, indicate that the more effort individuals exerted on their work-related tasks, the stronger their feeling of affective organizational commitment.
The mediating role of work effort on the guilt-affective commitment link. We again used the bootstrapping method to test our fourth hypothesis that work effort mediates the relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment (see Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2002) . In Sample 1, the coefficient for the indirect effect of guilt-proneness on affective commitment through perceived work effort was .17, and the 95% bias-corrected confidence interval ranged from .004 to .40 (1,000 bootstrap resamples) and so did not include zero. Therefore, we can conclude that work effort mediated the relationship between guilt-proneness and affective commitment for Sample 1.
The same mediation pattern emerged in Sample 2. The indirect effect of guilt-proneness on affective commitment through work effort was .30, and the 95% bias-corrected confidence interval ranged from .06 to .69. Again, as this confidence interval did not include zero, we can conclude that work effort significantly mediated the relationship between guilt-proneness and affective organizational commitment for Sample 2.
Discussion
Who is likely to develop a positive affinity for their organization-someone who is prone to experience positive affect or someone who is prone to experience negative affect? Intuition suggests it is the former rather than the latter, and research appears to confirm the intuition (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1993) . Nevertheless, we propose that some components of negative affectivity, namely, the personality construct of guilt-proneness, may relate positively to employees' sense of psychological attachment to the firm. We suggest this relationship can be explained by psychological justification-guilt-prone people tend to work harder than those who are less guilt-prone, and they rationalize this extra task effort by strengthening their feelings of commitment to their employer. Consistent with this view, we found evidence that individual work effort mediated the relationship between guiltproneness and affective organizational commitment.
Theoretical implications. The positive association between guilt-proneness and affective organizational commitment indicates that guilt may be a critical motivational force in everyday organizational life, binding employees to their employers through an investment of extra effort. Although guilt is often described as a painful and aversive psychological state, several studies by clinical and social psychologists highlight its useful functions (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994) . For example, guilt-prone individuals are likely to suppress anger and blame to maintain social harmony (Tangney et al., 1992) . Furthermore, they tend to exhibit higher levels of helping-equivalent to those levels driven by positive mood (see Basil, Ridgway, & Basil, 2008; Cunningham, Steinberg, & Grev, 1980) . Building on this perspective, we suggest that the adaptive functions of guilt may also appear in the workplace-promoting increased work effort and affective commitment. More generally, the positive influence of guilt on important employee outcomes challenges the view that negative personality traits and psychological states impair employee success in the workplace (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Brief & Weiss, 2002; Staw & Barsade, 1993) . To be clear, our findings do not contradict the sentiment that happier employees tend to be more highly committed. Instead, they imply that this adage may be too narrow in focus. Further research is needed to determine whether guilt is an isolated exception to this seeming rule, or whether it is one of many aversive psychological states that can bolster an employee's commitment to the firm. If it turns out that guilt is indeed unique as a form of negative affect that can facilitate positive forms of commitment, then researchers in organizational behavior will be curious to figure out what makes guilt so special.
Beyond the special qualities of guilt, researchers who study the role of affective dispositions in the workplace may be interested in whether other components of the general negative affectivity construct are unique. For example, previous research suggests that negative emotions serve to undermine social bonds (e.g., Brief & Weiss, 2002) . Although this link would appear to hold across most forms of negative affectivity, certain exceptions may exist. For example, fear has been shown to increase concern for relatedness in the form of collective voice, presumably because people find both comfort and strength in numbers (Freeman & Medoff, 1984) . Other exceptions to the implicit rule that negative personality traits and psychological states impair employee outcomes might also exist and would be worth identifying in future studies.
Practical implications. In the present research, we link guiltproneness to a critical employee outcome-affective organizational commitment. The effects of guilt-proneness are consistent across studies: The tendency to experience guilt is positively related to individual task effort, which in turn is positively related to feelings of attachment to the firm. On the basis of these results, we propose that the personality construct of guilt-proneness may be of interest to managers in organizations, although its potential value seems uncertain. On one hand, if information about each prospective employee's disposition toward guilt was available, hiring managers might be in a better position to select employees who are harder working and more highly committed. Furthermore, one might suspect that those employee outcomes associated with higher levels of commitment (turnover, absenteeism, organizational citizenship behavior) could also be associated with higher levels of guilt-proneness. On the other hand, the benefits of guilt-proneness may be accompanied by meaningful costs. For example, we find that guilt-prone employees are more likely to exert higher levels of effort toward completing their assigned tasks, but perhaps these same employees go too far in putting forth individual task effort. One might worry that the most guilt-prone employees are also the most likely to experience job burnout because their strong motivation to fulfill others' expectations of their performance leads them to become overcommitted. Furthermore, although we found that guilt-prone employees feel better about their employers, the present research is silent on whether they feel better about their selves. Guilt-prone employees may work harder because they are concerned about whether their contributions to the group or organization are sufficient. Such concerns may lead guilt-prone employees to experience negative psychological effects, such as stress, low self-esteem, and dejection. With this idea in mind, managers in organizations might be cautious in interpreting these results: Guilt-prone employees' resilience and allegiance may come at a steep price.
A clear practical implication that emerges from these results is for managers to reconsider their aversion to negative affectivity. Our findings indicate that negative affectivity can have a bright side, but the type of negative affectivity that is beneficial may be highly specific. Previous research might have overlooked this potential benefit because the majority of studies in this area focus on broad personality constructs, such as negative affectivity and neuroticism. Managers may be similarly inclined to think about negative affectivity in broad terms, but this tendency may also lead them to overlook some meaningful connections between particular forms of negative affectivity and critical employee outcomes. Going forward, managers should be more precise in judging the impact of negative affectivity, lest they fail to harness the potential benefits of guilt-proneness.
Limitations and directions for future research. Whereas our findings generally support our predictions, the present studies are marked by a few limitations that should be addressed in future research. One area of concern is the use of a single survey to capture our independent, mediating, and dependent variables in Study 2. In cases like this, common method bias can often distort the interpretation of results (e.g., Doty & Glick, 1998) . However, such bias seems unlikely to serve as an alternative explanation for these findings for several reasons. First, there was little evidence of multicollinearity in our data. Second, the intuitive link most respondents would make between their self-reported emotions and their feelings of affective commitment would run counter to our hypothesis (i.e., they would assume that negative affect would undermine commitment). Third, the consistent results drawn from our laboratory study directly allay some of these concerns. Nevertheless, future field research could benefit from assessing guiltproneness, work effort, and affective commitment through multiple means and independent perspectives.
One question for future research is whether another variable can account for the influence of guilt-proneness on affective commitment. We included several control variables in the analyses of our field data that might play this role (e.g., conscientiousness, positive inequity), but other variables would be worth exploring in the future. For example, guilt-prone individuals may be characterized as having a strong collective orientation (i.e., a high level of collectivism and a high need for belongingness) that leads them to make personal sacrifices on behalf of group goals (which fuels their attachment to the collective). Along similar lines, perceived organizational support may either account for the present results or perhaps strengthen them if included as a moderator in our model.
Conclusion
As a psychological determinant of individual behavior in organizations, guilt-proneness remains underappreciated and understudied. Such a lack of attention is understandable. It seems counterintuitive to suggest that a negative psychological trait can play a key role in predicting positive employee outcomes. However, given a constructive action orientation, highly guilt-prone employees may be more willing than less guilt-prone colleagues to strive toward achieving their work goals, which in turn prompts them to develop a strong sense of affective organizational commitment. Indeed, we find evidence that people who are prone to experience guilt tend to be harder working and, as a result, more highly committed to the firm.
